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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted to compare the academic 
progress of community college transfers, senior college transfers, 
and continuing juniors (natives) at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana— Champaign (UIUC) as measured by UIUC grade point average 
(GPA), academic status, and retention. Study findings, based on data 
on 762 community, college transfers, 574 senior college transfers, and 
4,681 native students for fall 1982 through spring 1984, included the 
following: (1) the community college group had the highest 
pre^transfer GPA; (2) neither transfer group equalled or exceeded 
their pre-transfer GPA; (3) 80% of the transfers completed the first 
yeat^^ and re-enrolled, compared to 88% of the natives; (4) 38% of the 
community college transfers, 45% of the senior college transfers, and 
71% of the natives graduated; (5) 14% of the community college 
transfers and 9% of the senior college transfers left UIUC for 
academic reasons; (6) 9% of the community college transfers and 5% of 
the senior college transfers were dropped and did not re-enter; (7) 
community college transfers achieved a lower mean GPA than the other 
groups; (8) there had been a steady increase in community college 
pre-transfer GPA's; (9) retention rates of four-year college 
transfers were consistently higher ^than those of community college 
transfers; and (10) the 38% graduation rate of community college 
transfers was slightly lower than rates for this group over the 
previous two years. (LAL) 
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I. INTRODDCTION 



The ntimber of new transfers (including inter-campus and readmits) enrolled 

at Orbana-Champaign decreased from 2,035 (25% of the new undergraduate 

students) in the 1972 fall term to 1,352 (20> of the new undergraudate 

1 2 

students) in the 1983 fall term. ' In 198^1 approximately 15 percent of the 
total fall term undergraduate enrollment had transferred >^3;o DIUC, and 
approximately 60 percent of the transfer student enrollment had last attended a 
community or Junior college. 

These data document the relative importance of transfer students to the 
total student enrollment and intellectual life at UIOC when compared with 
beginning freshmen. During the twelve-year period from fall, 1972 through 
fall, 1983m/ approximately 22 percent of the new undergraduates at UIUC entered 
as transfer students, while 78 percent entered as beginning freshmen. 
Therefore, the number and academic achievements of transfer students contribute 
in a substantial way to the number and quality of graduates from DIOC* 
Purpose * 

The purpose of this study is to describe and analyze the academic progress 
of community college transfers, senior college transfers, and continuliig 
Juniors (natives) at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, as 
measured by mean OIDC grade point average (CPA), academic status, and 



University of Illinois, Enrollmen t Tablest First Semester or Fall 
Quarter. 1972-73 . Champaign: University Office of School and College 
Relations, University of Illinois, July 6,^ 1973f p. 14* 

University of Illinois, Enrollment Tables. First Semester or Fall 
Quarter. 1983-8i|. Champaign: University Office of School and College 
Relations, University of Illinois, May, 198?. 

Ernest P. Anderson, "Transfer Student Enrollment at Orbana-Champaign, 
Fall Semesters, 1983 and 1984. Champaign: University Office of School and 
College Relations, University of Illinois, Memorandujn dated 10-15-84, Table 2* 

/ 



-2- 



continuing enrollment and graduation (collectively termed "retention") through 
four terms, or two academic years, after transfer. A secondary purpose is to 

compare the academic achievement of eaqb group after transfer with that group «s 

it 

performance before transfer on the basis of mean grade point average. 

The three groups are compared in twelve subject matter areas on the basis 
of mean grade point average d\iring the four terms surveyed by this study. 
Differences in academic achievement and graduation rate of tranfers from 
individual community colleges with five or more new transfer students in the 
T982 fall term are also reported and analyzed. The study s j analyzes the 
relationship between the mean change in grade point average from pre-transfer 
GPA to first term DIDC CPA for each community college and the retention rates 
for the' transfers from that institution. 
Method 

This study provides a description and analysis of data for two groups of 
transfer students and a comparison group of UIDC students who entered as 
beginning freshmen and earned all of their college credit at OIDC. Community 
college transfers in the study include all the new and readmitted students to 
DIUC for the 1982 fall term who completed twelve or more semester hours prior 
to transferring and whose institution of last attendance was a community or 
juidor college. This group is comprised predominately of students who 
transferred from public community and Junior colleges in Illinois. The 
population of 762 community college transfers entered DIDC with a meap 
pre-transfer grade point average of 4.28 (A=5.00). 

Transfers from four-year colleges and universities include all new and 
readmitted undergraduate students to DIDC for the 1982 fall term who completed 
twelve or more semester hours before transferring and whose institution of last 
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attendance offers at least a baccalaureate degree. This population of 574 
students entered with a mean pre-transfer grade point average of 4.17 (AsS.OO). 

The native students (comparison group) include 4* 681 fall* 1982 continuing 
Juniors who entered OIUC as beginning freshmen and who successfully completed 
at least 60 and less than 90 semester hours at DIOC and did not earn any 
transfer credit. Continuing Juniors were selected for the control group 
because the majority of the transfers to DIDO have completed transfer credit 
which places them at or near the Junior class level and would therefore be 
enrolled in classes with the continuing Juniors. The University of Illinois 
mean earned by these students before selection to this group was 3.94 
(Bs4.00). Even though this group is utilized as a basic controlf it should ,not 
be assumed that the three poDUlations are matched with respect to tt?e ^oademlQ 
variables known to make a slgnlf leant c ontribution to college performance; 
i.e.f ACT score and high school percentile rank in class. 

Data for this study are based on the final Student Record Master t^\pes for 
fall and spring terms for the 1982 fall term through the 1984 spring ter^i as 
reported in the Community College Transfer Student Summary of Progress Reports 
prepared for the Office of Admissions and Records. Graduation during the 1982 
and 1983 summer sessions are Included in the retention rates. The confidential 
Community College Transfer Student Summary of Progress Reports list the 
following data for individual community college and four-year transfer 
students: name* DIOC colleget curriculum* class* high school rank* 
pre-transfer GPA» transfer hourst OIDC term GPA» and end-of-term academic 
status. The summary page includes the following comparative data for 
individual community college transfer groups: mean and median pre-transfer 
GPA» mean and median DIOC term GPA in twelve subject areas and for all courses 

8 ■ 
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combined,' and student status (number graduated* number on clear, number on 
probationt number dropped, and number who withdrew).. These same data are 
presented in summary form each term for all community college transfers, all 
four-year transfers, and all continuing juniors (natives) included in the 
study. 

Each community college transfer and each four-yeai* college transfer was 
tracked from term to term for four terms as a basis for verifying the academic 
status of each student at the end of the 1983-84 academic year. Students on 
blear or probationary status at the end of a term who ^iled. to re-enroll are 
reported as "left on clear" or "left on probation" in the final summary so that 
each individual is accounted for in the two transfer groups. Continuing 
term-to-term academic status data were not available for individual native 
students; therefore, some error (less than one percent) in the net count of 
native students ^^^^ "dropped" or "withdrew** is possible, since some 
students could have been readmitted and counted in another status category or 
continued as undergraduates after ^raduat^on. 

Three academic status categories were utilized in the calculation of a 
retention ratio for each group. The retention ratio represents the proportion 
of each origiqal 1982 fall group which had graduated or was still enrolled at 
the conclusion of each term. This ratio is the total number of students in a 
given group which has graduated or continued on clear or probationary status 
divided by the total number of transfers comprising the fall, 1982 group. 

The study analyzes the relationship of differences between pre-transfer 
and post-transfer GPA (drop in mean institutional CPA) and the retention ratio 
of students from that institution two years after transfer. The Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient is utilized to test whether or not the 
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observed correlation is significantly different from zero'. Community colleges 
with fewer than five- transfer students are omitted in this anal^is. No 
individual institutional analyses are performed with four-year college 
transfers! as these transfers ^are not identified by institution of last 
attendance in this study. 
Limitations 

This study describes^ analyzes, and compares the success and performance 
of two spoups of transfer students and a selected group of continuing native 
^ students similar in class level to the transfer groups. These three groups are 
x\ot assumed to be "matched'* in statistical terms, but are relatively equal on 
pre-transfer CPA for the transfer groups, while the mean CPA for x;he DIDC 
native students (the control group) is slightly lower than. the two transfer 
groups. Even though comparisons are made among transfers from various 
institutions and types of institutions of previous attendance* this study is 
not intended to serve as a basis for inference about the independent effect (a) 
of a specific institution or type of institution. The students who transferred 
from the various community colleges and four-year colleges are not matched on 
such significant variables, as American College Test (ACT) composite score or 
high school percentile rank (HSPR). Native student data are reported as group 
data only. This study does, however, provide insight into individual and group 
performance by these various sub-populations of students at DIDC. 
Related Studies 

^ Studies conducted by the Dniversity Office of School and College Relations 

have described and analyzed the academic progress of community college 
transfers, senior college transfers, and continuing Juniors (natives) at the 
Dniversity of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign (DIDC). Progress was measured by 
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UIUC grade point average (GPA) and its relation to the pre-transfer GPA 

("transfer shook"), and by graduation and retention rates. These studies 

suggest that both transfer groups consistently experience some "transfer shock" 

followed by partial reco\(^y, but that the transfer groups maintain retention 

and graduation rates well below those- of the natives. 

While both transfer groups experience "transfer shock," community college 

transfers are more dramatically affected than those transferring from four-year 

institutions. As early as the 1966 junior college transfer report, a drop in 

first tenn^GPA of approximately .60 was reported*^ In the early 1970*s, the 

drop in t>he first term GPA ranged from .39 to .51 but had reached .62 by 
5 

1974. "Transfer shock" has remained fairly high since 1974, and the most 
recent study (fall, 1980 group) also reported a first term drop in GPA of .62 
for community college transfers.^ Transfers from four-year institutions, 
however, had drops in first term GPA ranging from -.28 for the fall, 1977 group 



Ernest Anderson and James J. Kusick, "Success of Junior College 
Transfers at the University of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign, Fall, 1966 Group." 
Champaign: University Office of School and College Relations, University of 
Illingis, Research Memorandum 70-10, Hay, 1970, p. 13. 

Ernest F. Anderson, "Comparison of Transfer and Native Stud^at Progress 
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1970-71 Academic Tear." 
Champaign: University Office bf School and College Relations, University of 
Illinois, Research Memorandum 72-2, January, 1972, p. 3; Ernest F. Anderson' and 
Judith DeGray, "Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Fallt 1973 Group." Champaign: ( 
University Office of^ School and College Relations, University of Illinois, 
Research Memorandum 76-8, July, 1976, p. i»j Ernest F. Apderson, "Comparison of 
Transfer and Native Student Progress at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, Fall, 1974.^Group." Champaign: University Office of School 
and College Relations, University of Illinois, Research Memorandum 77-i», 
Augusg,. 1977, p. 4. 

Ernest F. Anderson, Linda M. Reiser, and Trudy A, Campbell, "Two-Year 
Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress, University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, Fall, 1980 Group." Champaign: University Office of School 
and College Relations, University of Illinois, Research Memorandum 84-2, 
February, 1984, p. 12. 
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7 

to an increase of .07 for the fall, 1970 group/ In contrast, the natives 

seldom experienced a drop in GPA and often achieved at a level higher than they 

did prior to selection for the study* (Differences in GPA before selection and 

the first term after selection ranged from -.03 to 

Community college transfers generally enter with a GPA higher .than either 

the four-year transfers or the natives, and for the past decade the difference 

in pre-transfer and entering lower division GPA 'a has been increasing* The 

fall, '1970 community college pre-transfer GPA was .06 higher than the lower 

division GPA of the natives, and by the fall, 1980 group the difference had 
>, 

increased to .3k. Four-year transfers, however, enter with a GPA only 

approximately .06 higher than the natives. 

Both the community college and four-year transfers only partially recover 

to achieve GPA's at the level attained before transfer* By the end of the 

fourth term afte^ transfer, community college transfers are achieving at a 
12 I 13 

level of to .31 below their pre-transfer GPA. Only one study 
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Ernest F. Anderson and Philip G* Beers, "Two-Tear Comparison of 
Transfer and Native Student Progress at the University of Illinois at Orbana- 
Champaign, Fall, 1977 Group." Champaign: University Office of School and 
College Relations, University of Illinois » Research Memorandum 80-6, September, 
1980, gp. 13; Anderson, Research Memorandum 72-2, p. 3* 

Anderson and DeGray, Research Memorandum 76-8, p. 4; Anderson^ Research 
Memorandum 72-2, p« 3. 

^pAnj^erson, Research Memorandum 72-2, p* 3* 

^^Anderson, Heiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84«2, p. ^2. 

Figure was derived by averaging the difference in GPA's between 
four^gear transfers and natives for transfer .groups from 1970-1980* 

Ernest F* Anderson, ''Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress 
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Fall, 1972 Group." 
Champaign: University Office of School and College Relations, University of 
Illii^gisr Research Memorand'jm 75-14, December, 1975, p^ 5* 

Anderson and Beers, Research Memorandum 80-6, p* 14. 



12 



-8- 



reported full recovery (fall, 1971 group) by the end of the fourth term. 

Pour-year transfers, however, are achieving at or slightly below their 

pre-transfer GPA (.05 to .15)^^ at the end of the fourth term after 

transfer. In comparison, the natives consistently achieve at or above their 

lower division GPA often by the very first term. 

Althougb the transfer groups resemble each other more than- they do the 

native group with regard to both graduation and retention rates, the graduation 

rates differ by a much greater margin. Graduation rates two years after 

transfer ranged from 35 percent for the fall, group^^ to 45 percent for 

17 

the fall, 1971 group for community college transfer^, while four-year 

transfers graduated at a slightly higher rate (from 36> for fall, 1977 to 58% 
id 19 

for fallf 1971). ' Natives, however, graduated at a rate of at least 20 

20 

percent .higher than either of the two transfer groups for the same years. 

Two-year retention hates for the natives and transfers differed by an 

21 

average of only 11 and 16 percent. Community college transfers have 



Ernest F. Anderson and Natalie S. Riehl, "Comparison of Transfer and 
Native Student Progrew at the University of Illinois at Orbana-Champaign, 
Fall, 1971 Group." Champaign: University Office of School and College 
Relat^gns, University of Illinois, Rasearch Memorandum 74-9, June, 1974, p. 5 
Anderson, Research Memorandum 77-4, p. 5; Ernest F. Anderson and L^inda 
M. Heiser, "Two-Tear Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Fallt 1980 Group." Champaign: 
University orfice of School and College Relations, University of Illinois, 
Reseaij^h Memorandum 82-6, July, 1982, p. 14. 

^^Anderson and Heiser, Research Memorandum 82-6, p. 15. 

^gAnderaon and Riehl, Research Memorandum 74-9, p. 5. 

^gAnderson and Beers, Resear^oh Memorandum 80-6, p. 15. 

20^°^®^^^^ Riebl, Research Memorandum 74-9, p. 5 
Anderson and Heiser, Research Memorandum 82-6, p. 15; Anderson and 
Riehl, Research Memorandum 74-9» p. 5; Anderson and Beers, Research Memorandum 
80-6, gij. 15. 

Figures obtained by averaging differences in retention rates for 
community college and four-year college transfers from 1971-1980. 
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22 23 

retained from 66 to 79 percent ' two years after transfer, while four-year 

25 

transfers and natives retained from 67 to 84 percent ' and 83 to 90 

26 27 ^ 
percent, ' respectively. 

Statistics compiled on beginning freshmen at DIDC provide another 

perspective in interpreting graduation and retention rates. The natives 

selected for the comparison studies may be expected to have high retention and 

graduation rates, since those more- likely to leave the university have been 

eliminated t^efore their selection for the study. The statistics on beginning 

freshmen are more consistent with the transfer groups than the native samples 

for the studies. Fo'h example, graduation rates four years after entering DIDC 

average 51 percent, which falls in the community college and four-year transfer 

graduation ranges. Retention for beginning freshmen averages 73 percent after 

four years, which is also more consistent with retention rates for transfer 
28 

groups. The achievement patterns of the transfers, then, may actually be 
parallel to those entering the Dniversity as freshmen, suggesting that 
achievement may be affected more by variables other than whether one is a 
transfer or native student upon first entry. Both DIDC studies and data on 
beginning freshmen do show that graduation and retention rates have remained 
fairly stable for many years. 



ERJC 



22 

ggAnderson and DeGray? Research Memorandum 76-8, p. 5. 
gljAnderson, Reiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-2, p. 14. 
ggAnderson, Research Memorandum 77-4, p. 5. 

ggAnderson, Reiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-2, p. 14. 

2^Anderson and DeGray, Research Memorandum 76-8, p. 5. 

ggAnderson, Reiser? and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-2, p. 5. 
Figures obtained by averaging retention and graduation rates of 
beginning freshmen after four years of attendance at the Dniversity. 
Dnpublished five-year retention' data were compiled by Ira W. Langston, 
Dniversity Office of School and College Relations, Dniversity of Illinois, 
Champaign. 
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Although the Urbana-Chainpaign and Chicago campuses enroll populations with 

different characteristics » it is helpful to note trends in achievement for the 

Chicago (Die) campus. Like DIDO, DIG transfer groups more nearly resemble each 

other than the natives with regard to graduation and retention rates. Two-year 

and four-year transfers differ in retention by 1 to 7 percent, while 

31 

they differ by as much as ^3 percent with the natives. Graduation rates at 

the end of two years after transfer are also much higher for the natives 
32f 33 

(315f-40?). ' Retention and graduation rates are generally lower at 
Chicago than those reported for Drbana-Champaign. At Chicago, the faai, 1980 
transfer study reported retention rates of .38 for two-year transfers, .40 for 
the four-year group, and ,81 for the natives at the end of two years. 
Graduation rates were .07f ,08, and .43, respectively. The transfer study 
of Drbana-Champaign for the same year reported retention rates of .79, .84, and 
.90* while graduation rates were ,43, .46, and ,70.^^ 



29 

Ernest F. Anderson and Stanley E. Henderson, "Four-Year Comparison of 
Transfer and Native Student Progress at the University of Illinois at Chicago 
Circle, Fall, 1973 Group. Champaign: University Office of School and College 
Relations, University of Illinois, Research Memorandum 79-1, March, 1979f p. 
15. 20 

Ernest F. Anderson and Linda M. Heiser, •♦A Comparison of Transfer and 
Native Student Progress at the University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Fall, 
1978 Group. Champaign: University Office of School and College Relations, 
Unlve^^ity of Illinois, Research Memorandum 82-1, February, 1982, p. 17, 

Ernest F. Anderson, Linda M. Heiser, and Trudy A. Campbell, "Two-Tear 
Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress, University of Illinois at 
Chicago-University Center, Fall, 1980 Group." Champaign: University Office of 
School and College Relations, University of Illinois, Research Memorandum 84-1, 
Janua^^, 1984, p, 17. 

ggAnderson and Henderson, Research Memorandum 79-1, pp. 12-15. 

Ernest F. Anderson, Linda M. Heiser, and Beth Grauet "A Comparison of 
Transfer and Native Student Progress at the University of Illinois at Chicago, 
University Center, Fall, 1979 Group." Champaign: University Office of School 
and College Relations, University of Illinois, Research Memorandum 83-1, 
Febru|^y, 1983, p. 16. 

Anderson, Heiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-1, p. 17. 
, Anderson, Heiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-2, p. 14. 
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One can conclude from these studies that transfers to the University of 
Illinois generally do not achieve at the s^ime level as they achieved before 
^transfer or at the same level as the natives t but that achievement improves 
each semester they are in attendance. State and national studies contrast with 
these findings, however. 

A three year follow-up study by Lach of 10,504 fall, 1973f community 
college transfers to twenty-four Illinois four-year colleges and universities 
concluded that 

"..•during the first year the grade point average of the transfer 
students dropped from 2.8 (B on a 4 point scale) at the community 
college prior to transfer to 2.65 at the senior colleges. By the 
end of the second year> howevert the grade point average of the 
transfer students at the senior institutions was back to a 2.8 
average • . . 

"The results of this study indicate that Illinois public 
community college transfer students are performing well at the 
senior colleges. The large majority of students were able to remain 
enrolled at the senior institutions and the overall grade point 
average of the transfer students at the four-year colleges and 
universities was a B average. At the end of three years t almost 
one-half of the students have completed the baccalaureate degree and 
another one-fourth of the students were still enrolled pursuing the 
four-year degree. Since a large number of students transferred 
prior to completing the associate degree at the community college 
and because many students are enrolled at the four-year colleges on 
a part-time basis » many more of these students are expected to 
complete the baccalaureate degree in another year." 

These results reported in Laches summary statement were replicated in the 

national study by Knoell. The community college pre-transfer CPA (1965) was 

2.57» followed by a 2.42 the first year, and a 2.68 the second. 



Ivan J. Lach, "Summary of the Statewide Follow-up Study of Community 
College Transfer Students in Illinois." Springfield: Illinois Community 
Collegi^ Board, September 19 » 1978 • p. 1. 

Dorothy M. Knoell and Leland L. Medsker, From Junior to Senior 

Collgg^; A National Study of the T ransfer Student . American Council on 

Education, Washington, D.C., 1965. 
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Wermersf In a comparison of transfer and native student achievement 

utilizing analysis of covariance to equate the groupst reported*.. 

''...that junior college transfer students rank lower than four-year 
transfer students and natives on ACTt HSPRt and SES. Junior college 
transfer students also scored lower than the four-->year groups on 
standard scores achieved on the CLEP General Examination t the common 
criteria of achievement. Differences between natives and four-year 
transfers on ACT, HSPR, SES, and CLEP scores were not as clear, 

''Differences on mean CLEP scores among the groups diminished when 
the control variables were applied in the analysis of covariance 
technique... The results of this study seem to indicate that, 
generally, students who completed lower division requirements in 
junior colleges, and then transferred to the University of Illinois 
progressed academically during the first two years of college at a 
pace equivalent to students who completed lower division 
requirements in four-year institutions." 

[Note: ACT (American College Test); HSPR (High School Percentile 
Rcmk) ; SES (Socioeconomic Status); CLEP (College Level Examination 
Program) . ] ' ' 

In summary, statewide and national reports suggest that community college 

transfers to senior colleges and universities achieve at approximately the same 

level after transfer as they did prior to transfer. In contrast, the evidence 

presented by the continuing studies of transfer students to the two campuses of 

the University of Illinois provides evidence which fails to support these 

findings insofar as these two campuses are concerned* This study of the fall, 

1982 transfer group at Urbana provides additional data which may help explain 

the differing conclusions concerning achievement levels of transfer students. 



Donald J. Wermers, ''Achievement by Junior College Transfer, Four-Iear 
College Transfer, and Native Juniors as Measured by the CLEP General 
Examinations," Champaign: University Office of School and College Relations, 
University of Illinois, Rosearch Memorandum 72-5, March, 1972, p. i. 
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II. FINDINGS 

First Term Aohievement 

Table 1 presents a stunmary of transfer and native student progress for the 
four-term period from fall, 1982 through spring, ^9Bk, excluding summer 
sessions (except graduation information). A detailed presentation and analysis 
of the fallf 1982 term is presented in Appendix A for each community college 
from which five or more students transferred. Individual institutions are 
identified by confidential code. 

The community college group of 762 transfers entered in the fall of 1982 

with a pre- transfer grade point average of 4.28 (A=5.00). This group achieved 

a 3*70 mean first term GPA at DIDC, which is ,58 lower than this group's mean 

pre-transfer GPA. Comparable? decreases in first term CPA's from pre-transfer 

CPA's were reported for community college transfers entering DIUC in 1980 

(.62),^^ 1978 (•58),^° 1977 (.62),^'' 1976 (-59),^^ 1974 (.62), and 1973 

(.51); in 1972, communxty college transfers dropped only .39 from their mean 
43 

pre-transfer GPA. 

A total of 574 four-year college transfers entered DIOC in the fall of 
1982 with a mean pre-transfer grade point average of 4.17. This group achieved 
a mean first term GPA of 3.89, a decrease of .28 from the group's mean 



39 

^pAnderson, Heiser, and Campbell, Research Memorandum 84-2, p. 12. 
^ ^Anderson and Heiser, Research Memorandum 82-6, p. 13. 
j^2Anderson and Beers, Research MemoranduiQ 80«6, p. 13. 

Ernest F. Anderson and Philip 0. Beers, "Two-Tear Comparison of 
Transfer and Native Student Progress at the University .of IllincftLs at Drbana- 
Champaign, Fall, 1976 Group.'' Champaign: University Office of School and 
. College Relations, University of Illinois, Research^ Memorandum 79-6, December, 
1979,^8- 12. 

Anderson, Research Memoranda 75-14 (p* 4), 77-4 (p. 4); Ernest F. 
Anderson, "Three-Year Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress at the 
University of IlUnois at Urbana-Champaign, Fall, 1973 Group." Champaign: 
University Office of School and College Relations, University of Illinois, 
Research Memorandum 77-9, August, 1977f p. 4. 
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TABLE 1 

Summary of Transfer and Native Student Progress 
University of Illinois at Orbana-Champaign 
Fall, 1982 Group 



Term 
(1) 



Fall, 1982 



Two-Year Colleges 
(2) 



Four-Year Colleges Continuing Juniors 
(3) (4) 



No. of Transfers 
Mean Transfer GPA 
Mean 1st Term GPA 
Change in Mean GPA 

Status: 

Graduated 

Clear 

Probation 

Dropped 

Withdrew 

Retention Ratio** 

Spring, 1982 



762 



100* 



574 



11.28 
3.70 
-0.58 



100* 11681 



2 

572 
134 

19 

35 

708 0.93 



0*» 

75* 
18* 

2% 

5* 



4.17 
3.89 
-0.28 



1 

487 
71 
3 

12 

559 0.97 



100* 



3.94 
3.92 
-0.02 



0* 0 

85* 4236 

12* 337 

1* 67 

2* 41 

4573 0.98 



0* 
90* 
7* 
1* 
1* 



No. Re-enrolled 697 
Mean Transfer GPA 
Mean 2nd Term GPA 
Change in Mean GPA 
Increase Over 1st Term 

Status: Y 

Graduated 9 

' Clear 552 

Probation 72 

Dropped 51 

Withdrew 13 



91* 



537 



4.29 
3.78 
-0.51 
0.08 



94* 4567 



1* 
79* 
10* 
7* 
2% 



21 
431 
43 
28 
14 



4.18 
3.91 
-0.27 
0.02 



98* 



4* 
80* 
B% 
5% 
3* 



249 
4001 

212 
68 
37 



3.97 
4.01 
0.04 
0.09 



5* 
88* 
5* 
1* 
1* 



Retention Ratio** 



635 0.83 



496 0.86 



4462 0.95 



*0* includes 0-.99* 

•*Retaition Ratio: The proportion of Fall, 1982 transfers which has graduated 
O completed the term on clear or probationary status. 
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TABLE 1 (Cont.) 
Summary of Transfer and Native Student Progress 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champalgn 
Fall, 1982 Group 



Term Two-Year- Colleges Four-Tear Colleges Continuing Juniors 

(1) (2) (3) (-4) 



Fall, 1983 



No. of Transfers • 607 80> 

Mean Transfer GPA 4.31 

Mean 3rd Term GPA 3.89 

Change u.n Mean GPA -0.42 

Increase Over 2nd Term 0.11 

Status: 

Graduated 7 ^% 

Clear 516 8535 

Probation 48 8* 

Dropped 23 4> 

Withdrew 13 2f 

Retention Ratlo»» 582 0.76 

Spring, 1984 



No. Re-enrolled 574 75* 
Mean Transfer GPA 4.33 
Mean 4th Term GPA 3.99 
Change in Mean GPA -0.34 
Increase Over 3rd Tern 0.10 

Status: 

Graduated 268 47* 

Clear 253 ■44> 

Probation 34 6* 

Dropped " 14 2$ 

Withdrew 5 1J 

Retention Ratio»» 573 0.75 



461 80> 4107 88J 
4.21 4.01 
3.99 4.05 
-0.22 0.04 
0.08 0.04 



14 3% 324 8% 

403 87* 3524 86% 

27 6* 191 5% 

11 2% 39 n 

6 13t ?.9 1% 

466 0.81 4288 0.92 



431 75* 3728 80* 
4.23 4.04 
4.05 4.08 
-0.18 0.04 
0.06 0.03 



220 51* 2772 74* 

184 43* 778 21* 

19 4* 114 3* 

5 1* 43 1* 

3 1* 21 1* 

459 0.80 ' 4237 0.91 



•^Retention Ratio: The proportion of Fall, 1982 transfers which has graduated 
O or completed the term on clear or probationary status. 

. 20 . 
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TABLE 1 (Cont.) 
Summary of Transfer and Native Student Progress 
University of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign 
Fall, 1982 Group 



Term 
(1) 



Sumniary 



Two-Iear Colleges 
(2) 



Four-rear Colleges Continuing Juniors 
(3) (4) 



Graduated 


286 


38* 


256 


45* 


3345 




71* 


Clear (Cont. ) 


253 


33* 


184 


32* 


778 


•«« 


17* 


Probation (Cont.) 


31 


H 


19 


3* 


114 


•«« 


2* 


Dropped 


71 


9% 


27 


5* 


NA^ 




Withdrew 


no 


5% 


24 


4* 


NA 






Left on Clear 


64 


B% 


55 


10* 


NA 




10* 


Left on Probation 




2% 


9 


2* 


na'; 






Total 


762 


100* 


574 • 


100* 


4681 




100* 


Retention Ratio**. 


573 0.75 




459 0.80 




4237 


0.90 





••Retention Ratio: The proportion of Fall, 1982 transfers which has graduated 
or completed the term on clear or probationary status, 
•••Estimated figures based on fourth tern. 

NA-Cumulative figures not available. Dropped, withdrew, left on clear, and left 
on probation figures total 10* of Fall, '1982 natives. 
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pre-transfer GPA* This decrease was approxiiaately the same as found for the 

groups entering in 1980, ^ 1978, 1977, 1976, and 1974; in 1973, 

four-year transfers experienced a mean first term decrease of ,13, and in 1972 

47 

.the decrease was ,05; 

The 4,681 continuing juniors (natives) had accximulated a mean GPA of 3,94 

prior to the initiation of this study; this group achieved a mean fall, 1982 

grade point average of 3.92* The natives, thus, experienced a decrease of ,02 

for the first term of the study, when compared to the prior mean GPA for that 

group during their freshmeui and sophomore years. The performances of native 

48 

groups showed gains in studies initiated in 1977 (+.04), 1976 (+*05), and 

49 

1972 (+•06); in fall, 1974, the continuing juniors experienced no gain in 

term GPA, while in fall, 1980,^^ and fall, 1978,^^ the continuing juniors 

52 

decreased ,02 and in fall, 1973 they decreased from that group's mean ' 
acciimulated GPA at OIOC. 

The mean pre-transfer GPA»s and the mean OIOC GPA's for the three study 
groups are illustrated in Figure I for each of the four terms. Comparison of 
the three groups in Figure I shows that commu^nity college transfers entered 
with a mean pre-transfer GPA higher than the ' continuing Juniors, and slightly 
higher than the four-i^'ear college transfers; their first term OIDC performance, 




lower than their previous achievement, and .2 



45 
46 
47 
48 

49^ 
50^ 
5t 
52' 



1 



.Anderson, Heiser, and Campbell, .Research Memorandum 84-2, p, 12. 
^Anderson and Heiser, Research Memorandum 82-6, p. 13. 
.Anderson and Beers, Research Memoranda 80-6 (p. 12), 79-6 (p. 12), 
^Anderson, Research Memoranda 75-14 (p. 4), 77-4 (p. 4). 
^Anderson and Beers, Research Memoranda 80-6 Cp. 12), 79-6 (p. 12), 
^Anderson, Research Memorandum 77-4, p; 4. 

Anderson, Heiser, and Campbell, Research. Memorandum 84-2, p, 12. 
^Anderson and Heiser, Research Memorandum 82-6, p. 13, 
'And.erson, Research Memorandum 77r9, p. 4, 
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lower than the four-year college transfers* first term UIOC CPA and the 
natives' fall» 1982 UIDC grade point average^ 

Further analysis of group performance variation for the fall, 1982 term 
shows that there was a greater proportion of community college transfers who 
were placed on probation or dropped at the conclusion of the term than with the- 
other two groups. Table 1 reports that approximately two-tenths of the 
community college group were either on probation (18>) or dropped (2%)t while 
comparable figures for four-year college transfers were 12 percent on probation 
and 1 percent dropped. The proportions were even lower for natives, at 7 
percent andNl percent, respectively. 

Another way of comparing the three groups of students is through the 
retention ratio. This ratio is calculated by summing the number of community 
college transfers who have graduated and those who remain enrolled, either on 
clear or probation, at the end of a termt then dividing that atuo by the total 
number of community college transfers in the original fall, 1982 group. For 
example, the retention ratio (RR) for the community college group at the end of 
the fall, 1983 term is calculated as shown below: 

Retention Ratio: (RR) = Graduates (G) + C3,ear (C) + Probation fP) 

Fall, 1982 Population (N) 

RR, = G(1 + 2 + 3) + + P, 
3 3 3 

RR, = (2 9 4. 7) 1. «;16 its 
■ ^ 762 




762 



RRg = .76 
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Retention ratios for fall term, 1982 were ^93 for the coiwnunity college 
groupf \97 for the four-year college group, and .98 for the continuing juniors 
(natives). A comparison of fall, 1982 retention ratios with spring, 1983 
re^enrollment percentages reveals that even though 93 percent of the community 
college group were eligible to return for the spring term, only 91 ' percent 
actually re-enrolled, which was an additional loss of 2 percent, of the original 
community college population* The four-year college group lost 3 percent of 
the group between the fall and spring terms due to failure to re-ennpll* Fewer 
than .1 percent of the natives who were eligible to re-enroll failed to do so* 

As demonstrated by previous studies," and substantiated by data for the 
1982 fall term, a substantial drop in first term QPA haa occurred consistently, 
for community college transfers at DIDC* An analysis of factors influencing ' 
this drop is not readily available, although the RhencMaeno^ (which has been 
termed "transfer shock") may have been the result of difficulties with 
environmental adjustment. There was a greater difference in the achievement of 
community college transfers and the other two groups during the first term than 
during any of the other terms reported in this study. 

The cumulative numbers and ratio of graduates, along with the retention 

b 

ratio, are presented in Table 2 for each group for each of the four terms* The 
cumulative graduation and retention ratios jjresented* in Table 2 are illustrated 
for each of the three groups in Figures IIA, 115, and IIC. It is clear that 
the ability to graduate or continue on clear or probation is greater among the 
natives than the transfers, and greater among the four-year college transfers 
than among the community college groups. 
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TABLE 2 

Number of Graduates, Cumulacive Graduation Ratio t and Cumulative Retention Ratio 
by Term and Type of Institution of Last Attendance 

University of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign 

Pall, 1982 Group 

Two-Year College Transfers Four-Year College fransfers 



Continuing Juniors 









Cumulative 






Cumulative 






Cumulative 


Term 
(1) 


No. 

(2) 


Ctim. 
No. 

(3) 


Grad. 
Ratio 
W 


Reten. 
Ratio 

(5)^ 


No. 

(6) 


Cum. 
No. 

(7) 


Grad. 
Ratio 

m 


Reten. ' 
Ratio 
(9) 


No. 

(10) 


Cum. 
No. 

(11) 


Grad. 
Ratio 
(12) 


Reten. 
Ratio 
(13) 


1 


2 


2 


0.00« 


0.93 


1 


1 


0.00 


0.97 


0 


0 


0.00 


0.98 


2 


9 


11 


0.01^ 


0.83 . 


21 


22 


O.Oll 


0.86 


2ll9 


2ll9 


0.05 


0.95 


3 


7 


18 


0.02 


0.76 


111 


36 


0.06 


0.81 


32l| 


573 


0.12 


0.92 


4 


268 


286 


0.38 


0.75 r. 


220 


256 


0.115 


0.80 


2772 


33115 


0.71 


0.90 


Total 
Ti»ansfers 


762 








571 








1J681 







J? 



*.O0 includes any number less than .01. 
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Second Term Aohlevement 

The mean CPA and academic status of returning community college transferst 
four-year college transfers* and native juniors for the spring* 1983 term are 
reported in Table 1* A detailed analysis of these students and their 
performance is presented in Appendix B for each community college which 
enrolled five or more students in each of the three groups. The mean 
pre-transfer GPA for community college transfer students who remained eorolled 
changed very little (from 4*28 for all commiinity college transfers to 4.29), 
and the mean pre-transfer GPA for four-year college transfers who remained 
re-enrolled for two terms increased from 4.17 to 4.18. Continuing juniors 
experienced an improvement of .03, from 3.94 to 3.97, over their mean lower 
division GPA. Therefore, these data- do not support the hypothesis that the 
transfer students who were low achievers before tremsfer leave after one ten^:^ 

The mean second term GPA for community college transfers was 3.78, which 
is .51 lower than their mean pre-transfer GPA of 4.29. Their second term GPA 
was, however, a .08 improvement over their first term GPA (3.70) at the 
University. Pour-year college transfer students' GPA's at the University 
improved .02f from 3.89 for fall, 1982 to 3.91 for spring, 1983. This mean 
second term achievement for four-year college transfers was, however, .27 lower 
than their mean pre-transfer GPA. The continuing juniors achieved a mean 
spring, 1983 term average of 4.01, which was .04 higher than their mean lower 
division GPA. Continuing juniors showed a .09 improvement in achievement from 
fall, 1982* The community college transfers, then, showed a partial recovery 
from the drop in achievement at DIUC when compared to pre-transfer achievement, 
as did the four-year college group. Native juniors continued to improve their 
mean upper division GPA. 
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Pour-year college transfers seem to be affected to a lesser degree by 
"transfer shockt" as noted by comparing pre-transfer GPA with DIDC first term 
GPA and by noting gains in mean GPA the second term after transfer. The 
failure of the two transfer groups to fully recover from the transfer shock and 
attain OIDC CPA's equal to the pre-transfer GPA can be observed for al3. .-terms" 
in Figures III and IV and Table 3. Figure V showo that native juniors achieve 
slightly higher upper division grades than they did at the lower division. 

The three groups also differed in retention rates at the end of two 
terms. As shown in Table 2 and Figures IIAt IIB, and IIC» the proportions of 
the groups which were graduated or continued ^on clear or probationary status at 
the end of the second term rank in descending order as follows: natives OSJf), 
four-year college group (86X), and the community college group (83^). 

Approximately 10 percent of the community college group were on probation, 
while only 8 percent of the four-year college group and only 5 percent of the 
native group were on probation at the end of one academic year. A total of 9 
percent of the community college group, 8 percent of the four-year college 
transfers, and 2 percent of the natives were dropped or officially withdrew 
during the second term. These patterns, combined with the numbers of students 
from each group which had graduated and first term retention, resulted in an 
overall retention ratio of .83 for the community college group, •86 for the 
four-year college group, and .95 for the natives. 

The substantially lower grade point averages of the community college 
group are, in part, reflected by the numbers of students on probation, dropped, 
and withdrawn in comparison with the other two groups. There is a lower 
retention ratio for the community college group when compared with the 
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four-year college group* There is also an observable difference between GPA»s 
of four-year college transfers and continuing Juniors, which may help explain 
the difference in retention ratios here, also* 
Third Ter m Achievement 

Four-fifths of the community college group (60%) and the four-year college 
group were retained for one year and re-enrolled for the 1983 fall term, while 
88 percent of the native group re-enrolled for the third term* A detailed 
analysis of these students and their performances is presented in Appendix C 
for each community college which enrolled five or more students in the original 
group* The third term mean GPA continued to increase over the previous term 
performance for all groups: the community college transfers (+.11), the 
four-year transfers (+.08),, and the native students (+.0^)* (See Table 1; this 
is also illustrated in Figures III, IV, and V.) 

The difference between pre-transfer or lower division GPJl and mean third 
term GPA was -.42 for community college transfers, -.22 for the four-year 
transfers, and +.04 for the continuing juniors. Community college transfer 
achievement resulted in 8 percent of its students being placed on probation, 
which continues to be approximately twice as high as the figures for the 
four-year group (6X), and the natives (^X). 

Retention ratios were .76 for the community college transfers, .8^ for the 
four-year transfers, and .92 for the continuing juniors. Included in the 
retention ratio is the graduation rate for these students. After three terms 
o^* M ^.dy at DIDC, 2 percent (18 students) of the community college group and 6 
percent of the four-year group (36 students) had graduated; 12 percent (573 
students) of the native juniors had completed the baccalaureate degree (see 
Table 2 and Figures IIA, IIB, and IIC). It is expected that the native group's 
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graduation rate would be higher at this point because all of this group were 
required to have at least 60 and less than 90 semester hours of credit to 
qualify for selection into the group. 
AQademio Progress and Status Two Years After Transfer 

Summary data presented in Table 1 for the three groups show the proportion 
of each group in seven academic status or retention categories. Pour terms 
after transfer, the 574 community college transfers who re-enrolled achieved a 
mean GPA of 3.99, which was an increase of .10 when compared with that group's 
third term GPA and was '.34 less than their pre-transfer GPA. A detailed 
analysis of these students and their performances is presented in Appendix D 
for each community college which enrolled five or more students in the original 
group. Thirty-eight percent of the original conmmnity college group had 
graduated; 32 percent and 5 percent, respectively, were continuing on clear or 
probationary status. Of the students in the original fall, 1982 group, 9 
percent had been dropped, 5 percent officially withdrew and never returned 
(during a^tem), 8 percent left on clear status, and 2 percent left on 
probationary status. A total of 573 community collegie transfers had graduated 
or had completed the spring, 1984 t^na on clear or probationary status, which 
resulted in a retention ratio of .75 for the group. 

The four-year college group consisted of 431 students enrolled for the 
fourth term. This group achieved a mean term GPA of 4.05, an increase of .06 
over that group's mean third term GPA and .18 less than their pre-transfer 
GPA. Of the original four-year college group (574 students)* 45 percent had 
graduated, 32 percent were on clear status, and 3 percent were on probationary 
status. Five percent of the total four-year college group were dropped, 4 
percent withdrew, 10 percent left on clear, and 1 percent left on probation. 
The four-year college retention ratio was .80. 
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The native Juniors who re-enrolled for tbe fourth term (3»728 students) 
^achieved a mean term GPA of 4.08, which is .03 greater than their mean third 
term GPA, and was ♦O^i above the group»s lower division GPA. At the end of four 
terms, 71 percent of the native juniors had graduated, 19 percent were on 
continuing status (clear or probation), and the remaining 10 percent had been 
dropped, withdrew, or left on clear or probationary status. The retention 
ratio of the continuing juniors was .90. ^ 

This study demonstrates that community college transfers experience a 

substantial drop in GPA during their first tern after transfer, then partially 

recover over the next *three terms (-.58 after one tei?m to -.34 after four 

terms), and achieve at a level more closely approximating their pre-transfer 

GPA. This same trend can be observed for the fall, 1980,^^ fall, 1978,^^ 

fall, 1977,^^ fall, 1976,^^ fall, 1974,^'^ fall, 1973,^^ and fall, 
59 

1972 community college transfers as well. Figure III illustrates this 
recovery in mean GPA by the community college group. Figure I illustrates that 
all three groups begin with similar GPA*s and that only the natives continue to 
achieve at a higher level than they had attained during their first 60 to 90 
semester hours of college work. 
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After four terinsi 38 percent of the community college transfersi 45 
percent of the four-year transferst and 71 percent of the native juniors had 
been granted degrees* Thirty-three percent of the community college transfers t 
32 percent of the four-year transferst and 17 percent of the native Juniors 
were eligible to continue on clear status. The percentage of students on 
probation after four terms was low for all three. groups; the community college 
group and four-year group had h and 3 percent, respectively, of their totals on 
probation, compared with 2 percent for the natives. Mine percent of the 
community college transfers were formally dropped and never re-entered at UIUC, 
along with 5 percent of the four-year transfers. During the course of four 
terms, 5 percent of the community college transfers and 4 percent of the 
four-year transfers withdrew and did not return. Eight percent of the 
community college transfer group and 10 percent of the four-year transfer group 
left on clear; an equal percentage {2f) of the two-year transfers left on 
probationary status as four-year transfers (2>). This study did not attempt to 
obtain data on the reasons why these students left the University. 

The retention ratio was highest for the native Juniors (.90), followed by 
the four-year transfer group (.80) and community college transfer group (.75). 
It can be assumed that by the junior year, a student who enrolled at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaigfi as a beginning freshman and 
continued for two years would be more likely to continue for two more years and 
graduate than a transfer student who is new to the environment and may have 
completed fewer hours of credit than a native Junior. The transfer group from 
four-year institutions achieved at a CPA level similar to that of the 
continuing Juniors, but their retention ratio was 10 percent lower than the 
retention ratio for natives.. The community .college group GPA levels were well 
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below those of the four-year group and the natives each tern, and the community 
college group had a retention ratio 15 percent below the natives and 5 percent 
below the four-year group, 
f Figure I shows that the community college group entered with the highest 
transfer CPA and achieved the lowest OIOC GPA during the period studied. One 
hypothesis to explain the community college group's continued lower achievement 
level at OIOC than before transfer is that the community college grades were 
inflated over what those students might have earned had they attended OIOC for 
their previous college work. Some of the difference in pre-transfer and OIOC 
GPA might also be assigned to "transfer shock" if the group had recovered after 
one or even two terms; with this population, GPA recovery was in small, 
consistent increments. 
Compariaon h y Snbieot Are^ 

Data on transfer and native student grade point averages at OIOC in each 
of twelve subject areas for the four terms included in this study are presented 
in Table 3. The community college group, the four-year group, and the natives . 
were each assigned a performance rank in each of the twelve subject areas based 
on the mean OIOC GPA for each term. 

This cank-ordering procedure revealed that community college transfers 
ranked third, or lowest, in eleven of the subject areas reported after the 
fall, 1982 term. The four-year group achieved the highest GPA in only two of 
the twelve subject areas, while the native group ranked highest in nine subject 
areas: biological sciences, English and humanities, foreign language, math and 
computer science, physical sciences, social sciences, agriculture, fine and 
applied arts, and education. The performance of the four-year group more 
closely resembled that of the natives than that of the community college group; 
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TABLE 3 

Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Academic Achievement by Subject Area 
University of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign 
Fall, 1982 Group 



Subject Area- 
(1) 



Fall, 1982 (Term 1) 



Two-Tear Transfers Four-Year Transfers Continuing Juniors 



Mean GPA 
(2) 



Rank 
(3) 



Mean GPA 
(4) 



Rank 
(5) 



Mean GPA 
(6) 



Rank 
(7) 



Biological Sciences 3.59 

Business & Commerce 3.77 

English & Humanities 3.87 

Foreign Language 3.79 

Math & Computer Science 3.37 

Physical Sciences 3.42 

Social Sciences 3.64 

Agriculture 3.88 

Engineering 3.67 

Fine 4 Applied Arts 4.07 

Education 4.23 

Human Resources 4.18 

All Courses 3.70 



3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 



3.75 
3.90 
4.11 
4.09 
3.63 
3.49 
3.94 
3.92 
3.92 
4.20 
4.37 
4.07 

3.89 



2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 



3.94 
3.84 
4.13 
4.16 
3.64 
3.78 
3.98 
4.02 
3.85 
4.31 
4.49 
4.09 

3.92 



1 
2 



2 
1 



Spring, 1^83 (Term 2) 



Biological Sciences 3.81 

Business & Commerce 3.67 

English & Humanities 3.86 

Foreign Language 3.80 

Math & Computer Science 3.45 

Physical Sciences 3.43 

Social Sciences 3.72 

Agriculture 4.04 

Engineering .3.97 

Fine & Applied Arts 4,07 

Education 4.25 

Human Resources 4.00 

All Courses 3.78 



3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 



3.88 
3.82 
4.04 
4.04 
3.55 
3.76 
3.87 
4.14 
4.08 
4.30 
4.36 
3.88 

3.91 



2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
3 



4.10 
3.92 
4.16 
4.10 
3.72 
3.90 
4.06 
4.15 
4.03 
4.35 
'4.52 
4.11 

4.01 
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TABLE 3 (Cont. ) 

Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Academic Achievement by Subject Area 
University of Illinois at Drb ana-Champaign 
Fall, 1982 Group 



Subject Area 
(1) 



Fall, 1983 (Term 3) 



Two-Year Transfers Four-Year Transfers Continuing Juniors 



Mean GFA 
(2) 



Rank 
(3) 



Mean CPA 
{!») 



Hank 
(5) 



Mean GPA 
(6) 



Itank 
(7) 



Biological Sciences 


3.68 


3 


3.78 


2 


3.83 




Business & Commerce 


3.78 


3 


3.83 


2 


3.95 




English & Humanities 


3.89 


3 


4.11 


2 


4.14 




Foreign Language 


3.95 


3 


4.05 


2 


4.27 




Math & Computer Science 


3.47 


3 


3.58 


2 


3.74 




Physical Sciences 


3.66 


3 


3.89 


2 


3.91 




Social Sciences 


3.78 


3 


4.09 


2 


,4.11 




Agriculture 


4.10 


2 


3.97 


3 


4.18 




Engineering 


4.11 


2 


4.19 


1 


4.08 


3 


Fine & Applied Arts 


4.11 


3 


4.23 


2 


4.43 


1 


Education 


4.32 


3 


'i.53 


1 


4.52 


2 


Human Hesources 


4.40 . 


1 


3.85 


3 


4.28 


2 


All Courses 


3.89 


3 


3.99 


2 


4.05 


1 



Spring, 1984 (Term 4) 



Biological Sciences 


3.91 


3 


4.09 


1 


3.98 


2 


Business i Commer.ce 


3.88 


2 


3.78 


3 


3.91 


1 


English & Humanities 


3.94 


2.5 


3.94 


2.5 


4.10 


1 


Foreign Language 


4.01 


3 


4.25 


2 


4.28 


1 


Math & Computer Science 


3.70 


2.5 • 


3.74 


1 


3.70 


2.5 


Physical Sciences 


3.68 


3 


3.94 


1 


3.92 


2 


Social Sciences 


3.88 


3 


4.04 


2 


4.08 


1 


Agriculture 


4.19 


1 


4.12 


3 ■ 


4.18 


2 


Engineering 


4.14 


2 


4.23 


1 


4.12 


3 


Fine & Applied Arts 


4.08 


3 


4.29 


2 


4.36 


1 


Education 


4.33 


3 


4.60 


2 


4.61 


1 


Human Resources 


4.29 


1.5 


4.11 


3 


4.29 


1.5 


All Courses 


3.99 


3 


4.05 


2 


4.08 


1 
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major differences (.20 or greater) between the four-year transfers and the 
natives for first term GPA occurred only in the subject area of physical 
sciences 9 with the natives having the highest achievement. 

Conmunity college transfers encountered more difficulty in the subject 
areas of foreign language (GPA = 3*79) and social sciences (GPA r 3,64) than 
the other groups. Performance in these two subject areas vas at least .30 less 
than the performances of the four-year transfers and the natives. Even though 
the community college transfers were well above (,20 or greater) their overall 
average for a^i courses in the subject areas of education (GPA = 4.23) t human 
resources (GPA = 4.18), and fine and applied arts (GPA = 4.07), the community 
college transfers achieved a GPA at least .20 below the other two groups in the 
areas of math and compute^^cience and physical sciences. 

Spring, 1983 data revealed that community college transfers ranked lowest 
in eleven of twelve subject areas. They once again were well below (.20 or 
more) the other two groups in the areas of fine and applied arts (GPA = 4.07), 
foreign language (GPA = 3.80), and physical sciences (GPA = 3.43); in addition 
to these subject areas, community college transfers achieved below their 
overall average for all subjects (3.78) in business and commerce (GPA = 3.67), 
math and computer science (GPA = 5.45) t and social sciences (GPA = 3.72). 

Pour-year transfers ranked first in only one subject area the second 
term: engineering* They were well below their mean GPA (3.91) in the area of 
math and computer science (GPA = 3.55). Continuing juniors ranked highest in 
eleven subject areas and second in engineering. 

Comnmnity college transfers ranked third in nine of twelve subject areas 
for fall term, 1983; however, the margin of difference in GPA's was not 
substantial. The community college group was below its mean term GPA of 3.89 
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in five subject areas: biological sciences (3.68) > business and commerce 
(3,78), math and computer science (3.47)» physical sciences (3.66, and social 
sciences (3.78). 

Four-year transfers ranked first in two subject areas (engineering and 
education) and second in eight areas. They were well below their mean GPA cf 
3.99 in the subject areas of math and computer science and biological sciences 
for fall, 1983. Continuing juniors ranked highest in nine subject areas and 
ranked second in two areas. 

In the fourth term, the connnunity college transfers ranked third In six of 
the twelve subject areas and ranked second in two subject areas. They shared 
two second rankings and one first ranking for human resources. They wer$ well 
below their mean GPA (3.99) in the area of math and computer science (3.70) and 
physical sciences (3.68). 

The four-year transfers achieved the highest GPA in four areas. The 
continuing juniors ranked highest in six areas (foreign languages, social 
sciences, business^ ^d commerce, English and humanities, fine and applied art:?, 
and education), ranked second in three areas, and were ranked last in 
engineering. They shared a second ranking for math and computer science and a 
first ranking for human resources. 

These data show that the overall academic achievements of four-year 
transfers and natives are generally higher than community college transfers in 
most subject areas. The native juniors ranked first in English and' humanities, 
fine and applied arts, social sciences, and foreign language all four terms of 
this study. They ranked first for three of the four semesters in biological 
sciences, business and commerce, math and computer science, physical sciences, 
agriculture, and education. The four-year group ranked first in all four 

A ^ ■ . 
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seoesters only in engineering and did not rank first for three of the four 
semesters in any subject area. The community college group? conversely, ranked 
third in most subject areas for each of the four terms, except for human 
resources; 

It can be observed from data presented in -Table 3 that mean GPA*s for 
community college transfers are appreciably lower than the four-year transfers 
and native junior GPA*s in the areas of foreign language and social sciences. 
All three groups were consistently lower in math and computer science and 
physical sciences t^an in other subject areas. 
Institutional Differences 

A spmmary of community college transfer student progress by institution of 
last attendance is presented in Table 4 for those Illinois community or junior 
colL.ges sending five or more transfer students to the University of Illinois 
at Drbana-Champaign for the 1982 fall berm. These data are accompanied by 
comparable group data for four-year college transfers and. continuing juniors. 
Community colleges which sent five or more transfers were assigned a 
confidential code number, which is shown in Column 1; these code numbers do not 
correspond to cede numbers assigned to institutions by the University Office of 
School and College Relations. The number of students who initially entered 
the 1982 fall term and each group's mean pre-transfer QPA are shown in Columns 
2 and 3, respectively. Column k shows the mean UIDC first term g!rade point 
average for the students from each community college which has been coded; 



Ernest P. Anderson, •'Institution Codes for Identification of 
Institutions of Last Attendance for Transfer Students, January 31 » 1981.** 
Champaign: University Office of School and College Relations, University of 
Illinois, 1981. 
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TABLE 4 ■ 

8u«iMry of CoMunlty Cotlagt Transftr Studant ProgrMt by Institution of Ust Attendsnoa 

Unlvaralty of IlUnola at Urb«it*Ch«ap«1gn 
FalU 18B2 Group 



No. Maan 

Conf* Fall P?a- lat 

Inst. 1882 Trana. Tam 

Cod» Trana. GPA GPA 

(11 (2) (3) (4) 



01* 

oe' 

03 
04 

m 

08 
07 
08 
09 
10 

11 

ie 

13 
14 
15 

18 
17 
18 
19 
20 

CI 
22 
23 
24 

25 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 



38 
14 

12 

6 
8 

18 
10 
33 
31 
28 

7 
5 
6 
16 
11 

43 
157 
43 
18 
8 

18 
5 
8 
50 
26 



10 
18 

27 

5 

6 
7 
14 
14 
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4.28 
4.38 
4.34 
4.24 
4.26 

4.62 
4.33 
4.31 
4.35 
4.46 

4.43 
4.61 
4.10 
4.18 
4.68 

4.28 
4«18 
4.27 
4.25 
4.18 

4.13 
4.46 
4.28 
4.30 

4.35 

4.30 
4.64 
4.39 
4.20 
4.28 

4.48 

4.35 
4.43 
4.26 
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3.37 
3.40 
3.11 
3.43 
3.64 

3.49 
3.61 
3.80 
3.66 
3.68 

3.84 
3.78 
3.83 
3.82 
3.68 

3«70 
3.74 
3.81 
3.27 
4.08 

3.64 
3.86 
4.04 
3.86 
4.06 

3.88 
3.88 
3«38 
3.78 
2.85 

3.x95 
3.46 
3.82 
3.64 



No. Rr-anrollad & Maan 6PA 
2nd Tarn .3rd Tani 4tfi Tarn 



Acadanic 8tatua Aftar Four Tarna 



No. 

(6) 



32 
12 
12 
5 
6 

17 
10 

33 
28 
23 

7 
4 
4 
14 

8 

38 
140 
41 
18 

7 

17 
6 
8 

47 

28 

42 

8 
14 

23 
6 

6 
7 
13 
12 



Maan 

GPA No. 
(6) (7) 



3.88 
8.41 
3.60 
3.46 
3.65 

3.88 
3.90 
3.83 
3.80 
3.78 

3.80 
3.60 
3.70 
3.87 
3.16 

3.80 
3.82 
3.80 
U.20 
3.82 

3.78 
3.67 
3.42 
3.81 
4.06 

3.80 
4.21 
3.88 
3.77 
3.53 

3.61 
3.B4 
3.70 
3.56 



26 
8 

10 
4 

6 

13 
8 
28 
26 
22 

6 
2 
3 
14 
6 

31 
123 
36 
17 
6 

16 

6 
7 
43 
23 



37 
9 



Maan 

GPA 



3.70 
3.72 
3.76 
3.43 
3.71 

4.01 
4.09 
4.04 

3.82 
3.88 

3.66 
4.30 
4a17 
4.04 

3.87 

4.03 
3.77 
3.74 
3.53 
3.77 

3.9S 
4.07 
3.86 
3.88 
4.28 



Maan 



4.16 
4.08 
12 3.97 
20 3.62 
3 3.23 

6 3.78 

7 3.63 
11 3.61 
10 4.06 



6rad. 



Claar 



Pro« Oroppad 



With- 
drawn 



Laft on 
Claar 



Laft on 
Pro. 



No. 

(8) 


GPA 
(10) 


No. X 
(11) i12) 


No. 
(13J 


X 


No. 
(16) 


X 

(16] 


No. 
(17) 


% 

(16) 


No. X 

(18) (20) 


No. 
(21) 


X 

(22) 


No. 

(23) 


X 

(£4) 


23 


4.27 


8 


24X 


16 


S9X 


0 


OX 


5 


13X 


2 


6X 


4 


11X 


3 


8X 


8 


3.64 


2 


14X 


4 


29X 


i 


7X 


3 


SIX 


2 


14X 


2 


11X 


n 
u 


nv 


8 


3.84 


6 


42X 


4 


33X 


0 


OX 


2 


17X 


0 


OX 


1 


8X 


.0 


OX 


4 


3.77 


1 


20X 


1 


20X 


0 


ox 


2 


40X 


1 


20X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


4 


4.38 


4 

1 




3 


33X 


0 


ox 


2 


22X 


1 


44V 


1 


11X 


1 


11X 


12 


4.04 


7 


38X 


6 


2ex 


0 


ox 


1 


6X 


1 


8X 


4 


22X 


0 


ox 


8 


4.06 


8 


80X" 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


2 


20X 


0 


OX 


Q 


nv 


n 
u 


nv 


28 


S.81 


16 


45k 


ID 


30X 


. 2 


8X 


1 


3X 


1 


3!K 


4 


18X 


0 


OX 


25 


4.00 


14 


'45X 


8 


28X 


2 


6X 


3 


10X 


1 


3X 


2 


6X 


1 


3X 


22 


4.13 


g 




11 


42X 


1 


4X 


1 


4X 


1 




2 


8X 


1 


4X 


6 


4.25 


1 


14X 


6 


71X 


Q 


OX 


1 


14X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


2 


3,86 ^ 


1 


20X 


1 


20X 


0 


OX 


i 


20X 


1 


20X 


1 




Q 


nv 


2 


4.36 


2 


33X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1 


17X 


3 


60X 


0 


ox 


0 


OX 


12 


3.87 


8 


80X 


3 


20X 


1 


7X 


1 


7X 


0 


08 


1 


7X 


0 


ox 


7 


^4.06 


3 




4 


36X 


0 


OX 


2 


16X 


1 


QIC 


1 


8X 


0 


ox 


31 


4.06 


20 


47X 


10 


23X 


1 


2X 


4 


8X 


2 


6X 


3 


7X 


3 


7X 


117 


3.83 


51 


32X 


67 


36X 


6 


4X 


16 


11 X 


10 


8X 


14 


fit 


1 

• 


lie 


33 


3.83 


12 


28% 


21 


4dX 


1 


2X 


3 


7X 


0 


OX 


6 


14X 


0 


OX 


16 


3.66 


7 


37X 


a 


1&X 


5 


26X 


2 


11 X 


1 


6X 


0 


OX 


1 


6X 


7 


4.16 


2 


22X 


4 


44X 


* 1 


11X 


0 


OX 


2 


22X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 




O.DO 


6 


33X 


n 
a 


50X 


0 


OX 


1 


6X^^2 


11X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


5 


4.30 


3 


'60X 


2 


40X 


0 


ox 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


0 


OX 


8 


3.82 


2 . 


22X 


4 


44X 


1 


11X 


1 


11X 


0 


ox 


1 


11X 


0 


ox 


89 


4.07 


21 


42X 


17 


34X 


2 


4X 


2 


4X 


2 


4X 


4 


8X 


2. 


4X 


23 


4.20 


16 

t 


58X 


8 


31X 


0 


OX 


9 


OX 


0 


OX 


3 


J2X 


0 


OX 


35 


4.20 


23 


62% 


12 


27X 


2 


6X 


4 


8X 


1 


2X 


2 


6X 


0 


ox 


8 


4.26 


7 


70X 


2 


20X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1 


lax 


0 


ox 


13 


4.09 


1 


6X 


11 


66X 


1 


6X 


0 


OX 


2 


13X 


1 


6X 


0 


ox 


16 


4.14 


8 


33X 


8 


22X 


4 


16X 


2 


7X 


2 


7X 


3 


11X 


1 


4X 


3 


3.77 


1 

< 


20X 


2 


40X 


0 


OX 


1 


20X 


0 


OX 


1 


20% 


0 


OX 


6 


3.62 


6 


83X 


1 


17X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


7 


3.83 


3 


43X 


3 


4dX 


^ 1 


14X 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


11 


3.84 


3 


21X 


6 


38r 1 


7X 


3 


21X 


0 


ox 


8 


14X 


0 


ox 


10 


8.76 


8 


57X 


2 


14X 


1 


7X 


2 


14X 


1 


7X 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 
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Ratantlon^* 
Ratio 

(86r~ 



0.63 
0.60 
0.76 
0.40 
0.44 

0,67 
0.80 
0.82 
0.77 
0.61 

0.88 
0.40 
0.33 
0.87 
0.64 

0.72 
0.73 
0.79 
0.79 
0.78 

0.83 
1.00 
0.76 
0.80 
0.86 

0.84 
0;80 
0.81 
0.70 
0.60 

1.00 
1.00 
0.64 

0.79 



TABLE 4 {Cont.l 

Sunnary of Coanunlty College Transfer Student Progress by Institution of Laot Attendance 

University of Illinois et Urbena^hanpelgn 
Felly 198S Group 



No, Re-enrolled & Mean GPA Acadoalc Status After Four Tarmo 



Mo. Maen find Tern 3rd Terti 4th Ter« With- Left Left on 

Conf. Fell Pre- 1st Grad, Clear Pro, Dropped drawn Cleafr Pro, Retention** 

Inst, 1982 Trane, Tern Hosn Mean Moan / Ratio 

Code Tren»» GPA GPA No, 6PA No. GPA No, GPA No, X No, X No, % No, X No, X No,/ X No, X 

t1) (2) (3) t4j I5J tS) ^7) (8] (8] (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (18) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)-t82) (23) (24) [25] 



8-Yr, 

Trans, 782 4,28 3,70 « 697 3,78 807 3,89 574 3,88 288 38X 253 33X 34 4X 71 9X 40 5X 64 8X 14 2X 0,75 



4-Yr, 



Trans, 674 4,17 3,89 537 3,91 461 3,99 431 4,05 256 45X 184 32X 18 3X 27 5X 24 4X 55 10X 8 2X 



0,80 



ALL Cont, 

Jrs, 4881 3,94 3,82 4687 4,01 4107 4,C5 3728 4,08 3345 71X 778 17X 114 2X NA — NA — NA — NA — 0.80 



*Co3uaun1ty coLlegea with fatver then five trenafero In the group, 
**Retent1on Ratios Tha proportion of Felly 1882 transfers which hea graduated or coinploted the tera on clear or probationary status, 
NA--CUMU Lat 1 ve figuree not available. Dropped, althdrewny left on olaary and left on probation figures total 10X of Felly 1882 transfers. 
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Columns 5 through 10 report the number of students re-enrolled and the mean 
OIDC CPA for each of the three remaining terms being studied. Columns 11 
through 24 report academic status after four terms, while Column 25 reports 
retention ratios for the coded community colleges, four-year transfer group* 
and the continuing junior group. 

Comparison of pre-transfer and first term CPA shows that thirty-three of 
the thirty-four coded institutional groups experienced a drop of at least ,20 
in GPA, with four institutional groups (Codes 03, 06, 28, and 30) having a 
decrease which exceeded one letter grade* Twenty-three of the thirty-four 
institutional groups achieved a mean second term GPA higher than their mean 
first term GPA, twenty-six of the thirty-four groups exceeded their mean second 
term GPA the third term, and twenty-six of the thirty-four groups exceeded or 
equalled their third term GPA the fourth term* Comparisons of pre-transfer and 
fourth term GPA^s show that four community college groups (Codes 01, 05$ 13, 
and 20) achieved a fourth term GPA higher than their mean pre-transfer CPA's 
(for the original entering groups); the remaining thirty community college 
groups did not achieve OIUC CPA's as high as the mean pre-transfer GPA for the 
1982 fall transfers from that community college. 

It is clear from these data that even though some recovery in grade point 
average is noted in the second, third, and fourth terms, considerable variance 
still exists in the achievement after transfer among groups from different 
community colleges. There is no evidence presented in this study which 
explains the source of observed institutional differences or differences which 
may exist between students who enter the various curricula. However, previous 
studies of transfer students from community colleges demonstrate the variance 
in the academic abilities of the students transferring from individual 
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community colleges and this may account for some of the differences ainong group 
achievement. 

After the fourth temif eight of thirty- four community college groups had 
graduated 50 percent or more of their students* Column 18 shows that four 
community college groups had a disproportionately high percentage (greater than 
20%) of students dropped. 

The retention rates for each of the community colleges with five or more 
transfers are presented in Column 25 of Table k. Fourteen of thirty- four 
community college institutions show retention rates of .80 or above after four 
terms. Fifteen community college groups have retention rates between .60 and 
.79. Five community college groups (Codes 02, OH, 05, 12, and 13) had a 
retention rate of less than .60. 

Table 5 presents an analysis of the relationship between the drop in mean 
first term CPA and the retention ratio for the thirty- four community college 
groups. A correlation of -.20 was found between the institutional drop in 
first term GPA and the retention ratio for all students from that community 
college. Unlike previous years, this was not found to be a significant 
correlation. It is estimated that approximately k percent of the variance In 
retention ratios among the thirty-four community college groups can be 
accounted for by the variance in mean drop in first term GPA at OIOC. Thus, 
the mean drop in institutional GPA«s was not found to be a significant factor 
in influencing institutional retention ratios as in earlier studies. 
Trends in Aohievement and Retention 

A review of the trend in retention and academic achievement at OIOC since 
1973 reveals some gradual changes in relation to transfer students at OIOC. 
Table 6 reports trends in community college transfer student performance at 
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TABLE 5 

Relationship of Drop in Mean First Term GPA and Retention Ratio 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign — Fall, 1982 Group 

Conf. Inst. Number of Mean Drop in Retention 

Code Transfers Inst. GPA (X) Ratio (I) 

(1) (2) (3) 



01« 


38 


0.89 


0.63 


02 


14 


0.96 


0 ^50 


03 


12 


1.23 


0.75 


04 


5 


0-81 


0 liO 


05 


9 


0,74 


0.it4 


06 


18 


1 .03 


0 67 


07 


10 


0.82 


0.80 


08 


33 


0.51 


0.82 


09 


31 


0.80 


0-77 


10 


26 


0.87 


0 81 


11 


7 


0,79 


0 86 


12 


5 


0.72 


0 iio 


13 


6 


0.27 




14 


15 


0.3^ 


0 87 


15 


11 


0,99 


0 64 


16 


43 


0.56 


0.72 


17 


157 


0.1|l| 


0.73 


18 


43 


0.46 


0.79 


19 


19 


0.98 


0 7Q 


20 


9 


0. 10 


0 78 


21 


18 


0.119 


0.83 


22 






1 nn 
1 . uu 


23 


9 


0.24 


0.78 


24 


50 


0.45 


0.80 


25 


26 


0.27 


0 88 


26 


44 


0.42 


0 84 


27 


10 


0.55 


0.90 


28 


16 


1.01 


0.81 


29 


27 


0.42 


0.70 


30 


5 


1.43 


0.60 


31 


6 






0.51 


1.00 


32 


7 


0.89 


1.00 


33 


14 


0.61 


0.64 


34 


14 


0.71 


0.79 


2-Yr. Trans. 


762 


0.58 


0.75 








2 


= 0.30 S.D. 


= 0.17 


r = -0.20 


r = 0.04 



X Y XY 

slope = -0.11 intercept = 0.81 T = -0.11X + 0,81 



^Community colleges with fewer than five transfers in the group. 
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Trends in Community College Transfer Student Performance 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
1973 through 1982 



Variable 


1973 


197i| 


1975 


1976 


1977 


1978 


1979 


1980 


1981 


1982 


(1) * 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) 


(9) 


(10) 


(11) 


Ntunber of Transfers 


817 


838 


718 


678 


768 


702 


766 


610 


598 


762 


Pre-Transf er GPA 


it. 09 


4.16 


4.19 


4.22 


4.22 


4.26 


4.26 


4.29 


4.30 


4.28 


Mean 1st Term GPA 


3.58 


3.54 


3.59 


3.63 


3.60 


3.68 


3.66 


3.67 


3.73 


3.70 


Drop in 1st Term GPA 


0.51 


0.62 


0.60 


0.59 


0.62 


0.58 


0.60 


0.62 


0.57 


0.58 


Mean 2nd Term GPA 


3.73 


3.83 


3.77 


3.78 


3.77 


3.80 


3.83 


3.80 


3.83 


3.78 


Mean 3rd Term QPA 


3.83 


3.88 


3.88 


3.88 


3.85 


3.92 


3.86 


3.95 


3.95 


3.89 


Mean i|th Term QPA 


3.96 


3.93 


3.97 


3.98 


3.96 


4.02 


4.00 


4.03 


3.96 


3.99 


Retention Ratlfe One Year 






















After Transfer 


0.80 


0.72 


0.81 


0.80 


0.80 


0.82 


0.84 


0.81 


.0.83 


0.83 


Retention Ratio Two Years 






















After Transfer 


0.67 


0.69 


0.73 


0.70 


0.70 


0.73 


0.76 


0.79 


0.75 


0.75 


Graduation Ratio Two Years 






















After Transfer 


0.38 


0.40 


0.42 


0.40 


0.36 


0.35 


0.35 


0.43 


0.41 


0.38 
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OIUC. The numbers of community college transfers to OIDC havo decreased from 
838 transfers in 197i» to 598 in 1981, with 762 enrolled for fall, ^9S2. 
Generally, there have been steady increases in mean pre-transfer GPA for 
community college transfers to OIOC; these increases have been accompanied by 
very modest increases in -mean first teim GPA. Retention rates one year and two 
years after transfer have remained in the 80th and 70th percent range, 
respectively, since 1975, compared with the graduation rate for the community 
college group which has decreased* from 43 percent in 1980 to 38 percent in 
1982. It seems that th§ quality of community college transfer students, as 
measured by pre-transfer GPA and retention rate, stabilized at DIOC about 1975, 
while graduation rates two years after transfer have declined from a high of kS 
percent in 1971 to 38 percent in 1982. 

Table 7 repoi is trends in four-year college transfer student progress at 
OIDC. The enrollment trends of four-year college transfers resemble those of 
community college transfers, with the exception that beginning in 1975 the 
decrease in numbers of four-year transfers has been pronounced. The numbers 
have dropped to approximately 450, but increased to 574 in 1982. Pre-transfer 
GPA*s for four-year transfers have increased steadily since 1972 to 4.22 in 
1980, but declined in 1981 (4.20) and 1982 (4.17), while mean first term GPA«s 
have not fluctuated a great deal. Retention ratios one year after transfer are 
approximately .85, which is slightly higher than the .80 for community college 
transfers. Retention two years after transfer Varies between .67 and .84, and 
is slightly greater than the community college figure. 

Graduation rates for* the four-year college transfers two years after 
transfer range from 32 percent to 52 percent, but have stabilized above 40 
percent. In general, graduation rates for four-year college transfers do not 
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TABLE 7 

Trends in Four-Year College Transfer Student Performance 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
1973 through 1982 
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(1) 


(2) 


10711 

(3) 


1 07R 
1 y / D 

(4) 


(5) 


1 077 

(6) 


i07R 

iy( O 

(7) 


(8) 


lyou 
(9) 


(10) 


(11) 


Number of Transfers 


1136 


1008 


624 


505 


676 


587 


626 


473 


463 


574 




^ QQ 






ll 1^ 

4 « ID 


ll 17 


ll 1R 
H. 10 




ll oo 


ll on 


Jl 1*7 


Mean 1st Term GPA 


3.86 


3.84 


3.89 


3.93 


3.89 


3.93 


3.85 


3.96 


3.92 


3.89 


Drop in 1st Term GPA 


0.13 


0.24 


0.24 


0.23 


0.28 


0.25 


0.33 


0.26 


0.28 


0.28 


Mean 2nd Term GPA 


4.00 


4.01 • 


4.03 


4.00 


3.97 


4.00 


3.95 


i(.03 


4.00 


3.91 


Mean 3rd Term GPA 


4.03 


4.04 


4.06 


4.09 


3.99 


4.06 


4.01 


4.06 


4.04 


3.99 


Mean 4th Term GPA 


4.12 


4.06 


4.07 


4.09 


4.07 


4.06 


4.06 


4.12 


4.09 


4.05 


Retention Ratio One Year 
After Transfer 


0.84 


0.75 


0.87 


0.85 


0.85 


0.89 


0.87 


0.88 


0.88 


0.86 


Retention Ratio Two Years 
Aft^r. Transfer 

Graduation Ratio Two Years 
/rter Transfer 


0.73 


0,67 


0.75 


0.79 


0.77 


0.80 


0.77 


0.84 


0.78 


0.80 


0.52 


0.38 


0.40 


. 0.45 


0.36 


0.40 


0.32 


0.46 


0.41 


0.45 
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differ greatly from the graduation rates for community college transfers* even 
though the GPA*s are $omewhat higher. Graduation rates for the native group 
four semesters after entering UIDC remained constant at approximately 70 
percent* 

III. SUMMARY, DISCDSSION* AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS 
Summary of Findings 

1. The community college transfer group entered DIDC with a pre-transf er 
GPA of 4.28, which is slightly higher than the pre-transfer GPA (4 .IT) of the 
four-year college transfer group and the previous GPA for the OIDC native group 
(3.94). 

2. Community college transfers achieved first term DIDC grade point 
averages .58 below their pre-transfer GPA, while four-year transfers dropped 
.28; the natives achieved an average GPA slightly lower (.02) than their 
previous achievement. 

3. Neither community college transfer^ nor four-year transfers to DIDC 
equalled or exceeded their mean pre-transfer graae point average during the 
four terms included in this study. The native juniors% however, achieved DIOC 
grade point averages which, for three of the four terms, did exceed that 
group's GPA at the point of implementation of this study. 

k. Eighty percent of the community college and the four-year college 
groups completed the first year after transfer and re-enrolled for the second 
year of the study, while 88 percent of the native group re-enrolled for the 
next year. 

5. Seventy-five percent of the community college transfers and 80 
percent of the four-year' college transfers were graduated or retained after two 
years f while the comparable figure for the native students was 90 percent* 
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6» Thirty-eight percent of the community college transfers and 45 
percent of the four-year college transfers graduated during the two years of 
the study; over two-thirds (71>) of the natives in the fall, 1982 group 
graduated during the same periods 

7. Approximately lH percent of the community college transfer group and 
9 percent of the four-year transfer group left DIDC for academic reasons. 

8* Nine percent of the community college transfers and 5 percent of the 
four-year college transfers were dropped and did not re-enter DIUC. 

9. Eight percent of the coamiunity college transfers axid 10 percent of 
the four-year college transfers left on clear status and did not re-enroll at 
OIOC* 

10* Two percent of both the four-year transfers and the community college 
transfers left on probation and did not re-enroll. 

11. Community college transfers achieved a lower mean DIDC GPA in a 
majority of the twelve subject areas studied than did the four-year transfers 
or the native group. The performance of the four-year transfer group more 
closely resembled that of the continuing natives than that of the community 
college group in the various subject areas. 

12. Community college transfers consistently achieved below four-year 
transfers and natives in the subject areas of biological sciences, foreign 
language, fine and applied arts, education, physical sciences, and social 
sciences. 

13. There has been a steady increase in pre-transfer GPA from 4.09 in 
1973 to 4.28 in 1982 for community college transfers. There has also been an 
increase in first term DIDC GPA for this same group from 3.58 in 1973 to 3.70 
in 1982\ 
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14, Retention ratios two years after transfer for the commnity college 
group have ranged from a low of .67 in 1973 to a high of .79 in 1980, The 
comparable figures for four-year college transfers have varied from .67 in 197^ 
to .84 in 1980f but have consistently been higher than for the two-year college 
group. 

15. The graduation rate of 38 percent for community college transfers is 
slightly lower than the graduation rates for the previous two years, while the 
four-year college transfer rate is up slightly over the previous year. 
Graduation rates for the natives included in this study remain constant at 
approximately .70 two years after achieving 60-90 semester hours. 
Discussion and Interpretatio n, of Findings 

The findings presented in this study indicate that community college 
transfers and four-year college transfers do not achieve as well after transfer 
to DIDC as they did before transfer, while continuing Juniors achieved higher 
GPA»s than they had achieved prior to selection for this study. This is not a 
new finding; previous studies at both DIDC and DlC, along with national 
studies, have duplicated this finding. This study, then, presents data which 
conflicts with the statewide report by Lach,^^ and support© previous studies 
of transfer students to the two campuses of the Dniversity of Illinois. 

Retention, including graduation and continuing 0:1 clear or probation, was 
lower for community college transfers (.75) and for foar-year college transfers 
(.80) than for continuing Juniors (.90). More striking. are differences In 
graduation rates. Thirty-eight percent of the community college transfer group 
graduated and kS percent of the four-year college transfer group graduated 



Lach, Statewide Follow-up Study , September, 1978. 
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during the terms included in this study, while 71 percent of the continuing 
juniors were graduated. These data support the hypothesis that transfer 
students do not achieve as well after transfer to DIDC as continuing juniors 
who entered as beginning freshmen and continued to complete 60-90 hours before 
being selected for this study. 

The findings and implications presented in this study need to be 
interpreted in the context of the environment in which the research was 
conducted and evaluated and in relation to the differential purposes of the 
types of institutions represented by students in the study. One purpose of 
community colleges is to prepare baccalaureate-oriented students for transfer 
to four-year colleges and universities for successful completion of bachelor's 
degrees* Community colleges are "open access" institutions mandated to admit 
all students who are minimally qualified to complete one of their programs. 
This means that community colleges enroll students in baccalaureate-oriented 
courses and programs who are high academic achievers, as well as students with 
average and below average academic achievement with lower probability of 
achieving success in. a transfer program. It is from this population that 
community college transfers apply and are selected for admission to DIDC in 
competition with transfers from four-year colleges and universities* 

The major purposes of the undergraduate colleges at the University of 
Illinois are to provide the general education,* technical and professional 
knowledge, and skills to educate individuals to fill leadership roles in 
society at the bachelor's degree level and to prepare students for admission to 
and successful completion of graduate programs. The University of Illinois at 
Drbana-Champaign generally admits the "best qualified" beginning freshmen and 
transfers in each of its colleges and curricula for each admission period. 
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Data for the present and recent beginning freshman classes show that the 

i 

average beginning freshman student graduated at about the 88th percentile of 

his or her high school graduating class and achieved an ACT composite score of 
62 

about 26.19> which makes the native student population a very highly 
qualified group when compared with the population of community college students 
enrolled in baccalaureate-oriented programs. The four-year colleges and 
universities from which the University of Illinois receives transfer students 
have divergent purposes, but it is known that the transfers from those 
institutions to DIDC have high school ranks and college entrance scores very 
similar to the scores of native students. 

The community colleges provide an opportunity for many students to enter 
DIDC*s undergraduate programs as transfer students who would not have been 
admitted under the more competitive beginning freshman requirements. The 
community aolleges provide access or opportunity for many students to obtain 
admission and complete bachelor's degr^ee programs which would not have been 
open to them when they graduated from high school. More ohan 75 percent of 
these students are successful at DIDC as measured by retention for four terms 
after transfer. The "success rate" is about 5 percent more for transfers from 
four-year colleges and approximately 11 percent more for native juniors who 
have already successfully completed two years at DIDC and» in general f were 
higher achievers in high school as measured by ACT composite and high school 
percentile rank. 



Langston, Ira W. IV» "The Dniversity of Illinois at Drbana-Champaign 
Freshman Class Profile, Fall, 1984." Champaign: Dniversity Office of School 
and College Relationsr Dniversity of Illinois, Research Memorandum 84-6, 
December, 1984f p. 1. 

Wermers, Research Memorandum 72-5 1 p. 21. , 
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IV. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

The findings of this stuu/ show a small decline in the quality of both 
community college transfers and four-year college transfers in 1982 compared to 
recent years, as measured by pre-transfer GPA, first term GFA, retention, and 
graduation rates. In general, these data support the conclusion that the 
current transfer admission policies and admission criteria and standards at 
OIOC are effective in the selection and admission of transfer students who are 
relatively successful in achieving their educational goals in comparison with 
the native juniors. 

Even though the above conclusion is supported, there remain some problems 
which warrant further study and analysis regardin;? future policy 
considerations. For example, community college transfers pontinue to 
experience a drop of approximately .58 in grade point average when they 
transfer to OIDC; they recover only about one-half (.2^1) of this drop by the 
end of the second year after transfer. The four-year college transfers 
experience less than one-half as much transfer shock (-.28), and they recover 
and achieve only about .18 GPA below their pre-transfer level. This is, 
therefore, of much less concern. However, both groups achieve approximately at 
the "B" level during the fourth term after transfer, which is indicative of 
their improved level of performance at DIDC. 

It is clear from this study and others that community college transfers 
have more problems with scholarship and achievement after transfer than 
four-year college transfers. Nine percent, or one of each eleven community 
college transfers, were ultimately dropped for academic reasons and never 
re-enrolled at OIDC. An aiiditional 2 percent of students left on probation, 
which implies academic problems. In total, one in nine community college 
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transfers left the Dniversity and did not return because of academic 
difficulty* The comparable figure for I'our-year college transfers is 6 percent 
(or one in seventeen)* The major policy consideration is whether or not the 
University should attempt to reduce the relatively high ntimber of community 
college transfers who are dropped after entering UIOC with **good" community 
college records and achieving below 3*0 GPA*s at UIOC* 

Another concern is the relatively low achievement of community college 
transfers in biological sciences t physical sciences* and social sciences at 
OIUC» It is possible that further study and analysis of the students who are 
dropped would reveal that lack of success in required biology t chemistry t and 
physics courses is the greatest source of academic difficulty for conmiunlty 
college students, especially those in the physical and natural sciences. If 
this proves to be the case» it may be appr'^priate to ask students to present 
evidence of minimum competency on a placement examination after admission and 
before enrollment so that these advanced transfer students can select courses 
at the appropriate level. 

In conclusion, it is clear that DIDC has a successful transfer admission 
program. The findings and conclusions of this study suggest only that the 
system may need further refining in order to improve its effectiveness in 
selecting the best Qualified transfer students available. 
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APPEMJIX A 

FsLlf 1982 Grade Point Average and Acadenic Statua of CoaiKinlty Collage Tranafara by Institution of Last Attendance 

University of Illinois at Urbana-^ha^ialgn 
Fallf 1982 Group 



Acadealc Status (1} 





No. 




Haan 


Change 


















With- 




Conf • 


Fall 


Hsan 


1st 


In 


Grad. 


Clear 


Pro, 


Dropped 


drawn 


Reten- 


Inst. 


1982 


Trans. 


Tarn 


Haan 






















tion 


Code 


Trans. 


GPA 


GPA 


GPA 


No. 


% 


No. 


X 


No. 


X 


No. 


X 


No. 


X 


Ratio 


(13 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


[8] 


(7) 


(8) 


(93 


(10) 


(11) 


[12) 


(13) 


(141 


{151 


(16) 


on 


38 


4,28 


3.37 


-0.89 


0 


♦♦OX 


22 


58X 


11 


2SX 


2 


« 

5X 


3 


8X 


0.87 


02 


14 


4.38 


3.40 


-0.96 


0 


ox 


9 


64X 


4 


29X 


0 


OX 


1 


7X 


0.93 


03 


12 


4,34 


3.11 


-1.23 


0 


ox 


7 


58X 


5 


42X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.00 


04 


S 


4.24 


3.43 


-0.81 


0 


ox 


3 


60X 


2 


40X 


0 


Q% 


0 


OX 


1.00 


05 


9 


4.28 


3.54 


-0.74 


0 


ox 


6 


87X 


1 


IIS 


1 


11X 


1 


11X 


0.78 


06 


18 


4.52 


3.48 


-1.03 


0 


ox 


11 


61X 


4 


22X 


0 


OX 


3 


17X 


0.83 


07 


10 


4.33 


3.51 


-0.82 


0 


ox 


8 


80X 


2 


20X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.C0 


08 


33 


4.31 


3.80 


-0.51 


0 


ox 


29 


88X 


4 


1SX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.00 


09 


31 


4.35 


3.55 


-0,80 


0 


ox 


24 


77X 


6 


19X 


1 


3X 


Q 


OX 


0.97 


10 


28 


4.46 


3.59 


-0.87 


0 


ox 


20 


77X 


5 


19X 


1 


4X 


0 


OX 


0.96 


11 


7 


4.43 


3.64 


-0.79 


0 


ox 


5 


71X 


2 


29X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.00 


12 


5 


4.51 


3.79 


-a.72 


0 


ox 


2 


40X 


2 


40X 


c 


OX 


1 


SOX 


0.80 


13 


6 


4.10 


3.83 


-0.27 


0 


ox 


3 


50X 


1 


17X 


0 


OX 


2 


33X 


0.87 


14 


15 


4.18 


3.82 


-0.34 


0 


ox 


13 


87X 


2 


13X 


0 


OX 


Q 


OX 


1.00 


15 


11 


4.58 


3.59 


-0.99 


0 


ox 


7 


64X 


2 


18X 


0 


OX 


2 


18X 


0.82 


18 


43 


4.28 


3.70 


-0,58 


0 


ox 


35 


81X 


8 


14X 


1 


2X 


1 


2X 


0.95 


17 


157 


4.18 


3.74 


-0.44 


1 


IX 


118 


74X 


25 


16X 


8 


5X 


7 


4X 


0.90 


18 


43 


4.27 


3.81 


-0.46 


0 


ox 


35 


81X 


8 


14X 


1 


^ 2X 


1 


2X 


0.95 


19 


19 


4.25 


3.27 


-0.98 


0 


ox 


14 


74X 


4 


21X 


0 


OX 


1 


5X 


0.95 


20 


9 


4.18 


4.06 


-0.10 


0 


ox 


6 


67X 


1 


11X 


0 


OX 


2 


22X 


0.78 


21 


18 


4.13 


3.64 


-0.4S 


0 


ox 


13 


72X 


4 


2SX 


0 


OX 


1 


6X 


0.94 


22 


5 


4.48 


3.95 


-0.53 


0 


ox 


5 


100X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1,00 


23 


9 


4.28 


4.04 


-0.24 


0 


ox 


8 


67X 


2 


22X 


0 


OX 


1 


11X 


0.89 


24 


50 


4.30 


3.85 


-0.46 


0 


ox 


40 


80X 


7 


14X 


0 


OX 


3 


6X 


0.94 


25 


26 


4.35 


4.08 


-0.27 


0 


ox 


24 


92X 


2 


8X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.00 


28 


44 


4.30 


3.88 


-0.42 


0 


ox 


37 


84% 


5 


11X 


1 


2% 


1 


2X 


0.85 


27 


10 


4.54 


3.99 


-0.55 


0 


ox 


10 


100X 


n 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


1.00 


28 


18 


4.39 


3.38 


-1.01 


0 


ox 


10 


63% 


2 


13X 


1 


8X 


3 


19X 


Q.75 


29 


27 


4.20 


3.78 


-0.42 


0 


ox 


21 


78X 


5 


19X 


0 


OX 


1 


4X 


0.98 


30 


5 


4.28 


2«85 


-1.43 


0 


ox 


1 


20X 


3 


BOX 


1 


20% 


0 


OX 


0.80 


31 


8 


4.46 


3.95 


-0.51 


0 


ox 


6 


100X 


0 


OX 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


1.00 


3e 


7 


4.35 


3.48 


-0.89 


0 


ox 


5 


71 X 


2 


29X 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


1.00 


33 


14 


4.43 


3.82 


-0.61 


0 


ox 


10 


715 


4 


29X 


0 


OX 


0 


ox 


1.00 


34 


14 


4.25 


3.54 


-0.71 


1 


7X 


9 


64X 


3 


SIX 


1 


7X 


0 


ox 


0.93 


2-Yp. 
































Trans. 


782 


4.S8 


3.70 


-0.58 


2 


ox 


572 


75X 


134 


18X 


19 


2X 


35 


5X 


0.93 


4-Yp. 
































Trans. 


574 


4.17 


3.8S 


-0.28 


1 


ox 


487 


85X 


71 


12X 


3 


IX 


12 


2X 


0.97 


Cont. 
































Jra. 


4681 


3.94 


3.92 


-0.02 


Q 


ox 4238 


80% 


337 


7X 


87 


IX 


41 


IX 


0.98 
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fclyC awinlty collegee with fewer than five tranefers In the group. ♦♦OX Includes C^-.99X. 
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APPENDIX B 

Springt 1983 Grade Point Average and Acadeolc Status of Conwunlty College Tpansfeps by Institution of Last Attendance 

University of Illinois at Upbana-Chanipelgn 
Fellf 1982 Group 
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l-Parcents beeed on nuiriber of transfer students enrolled In 1983 Spring tern (Col. 3). 

a-Retentlon Retloi The proportion of totel FelU 1882 transfers which heo graduated or coir^Jleted the 2nd term on 
O jlear or probetlonory status. 
ERJC'nIty colleges with fewer than five trenefsrs in the group. 70 
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APPEfOIX C 

FttLLi 19B3 GrodB Point Average and Academic Status of Conounity Collega Transfers by Institution of Last Attandancs 
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. 1-Percenta based on nuiriber of transfer students enrolled in 1983 Fall term (Col. 3). 
2-Retent1on RatloJ The proportion of total Fallf 1962 trensfera which has graduated or conpletpd the 3rd tern on 
y clear or probationary status. 
hryC unity colleges with fewer than five transfers In the group. ♦♦OX includes 0-.99%. 
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APPEfCIX D 

Sprinof 1984 Grade Point Avarags and Acadonic Statue of Coomunity Collage Transfars by Institution of Last Attendance 

Univarsity of Illinois at Urbena-Chaonpalgn 
Fellr 1982 Group 
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